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. REMARKS 

By this amendment, claims 1-5, 7. S and 14 have been canceled and claims 6 end 9 
have been amended. Claims 6 and 9-13 remain pending in the application for further 
consideration by the Examiner. In view of the amendments and the remarks that follow, it is 
believed that the application stands in condition for allowance and, as such. Applicant 
respectfully requests entry of this Amendment After Final and passage of the case to issue. 
35 U.S.C. 1P 2jh) Refection 

Claims 1-7 and 14 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(b) as being anticipated by U.S. 
Patent No. 4.608,682 ("Nagashima et al."). Claims 1-5, 7, 8 and 14 have been canceled. Claim 
6 has been amended to include the limitations of dependent claims 7 and 8. Because claim 8 
was not rejected as being anticipated by Nagashlma et al., presently amended claim 6. which 
includes all the limitations of original claims 7 and 8, Is therefore also not anticipated and the 
rejection under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(b) should be withdrawn accordingly. 
35 U.S.C. 103f al Rejection 

Claims 8 and 9 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nagashlma et al. Claim 8 has been canceled by this amendment and claim 6 has been 
amended to include all the limitations of claims 7 and 8. Accordingly, the present rejection will 
be discussed in the context of newly amended claim 6 and claim 9. As set forth in the remarks 
that follow. Applicant submits that claim 6. as amended, is patentable over Nagashlma et al. 

The Examiner is correct that Nagashlma et al. (col. 7, line 59 to col. 8. line 14) discloses 
an optical detector arranged to detect the optical power content of a bistable semiconductor 
waveguide device and to provide a feedback signal to the electrode of the bistable device to 
control the bistable device. This feedback Is such as to have the electrode at a high potential 
when the optical input is above a threshold level or have the electrode at a lower potential when 
the optical input is below the threshold level (see. e.g.. col. 8, lines 7 to 11). The Examiner Is 
also correct that Nagashima et al. does qqJ disclose that the bistable semiconductor waveguide 
device could be replaced by a laser on this feedback configuration D2C there being a controller 
arranged to generate a current control signal in dependence on the feedback signal. 

The Examiner essentially argues that it would have been obvious for the skilled artisan 
to replace the semiconductor waveguide device in the feedback configuration with a laser 
device, and to route the feedback signal to a controller of the injection current level for the laser. 
However, Applicant respectfully disagrees and instead submits that one of ordinary skill in the 
art, upon reading Nagashima et al., would not be motivated to attempt this substitution, it being 
contrary to the teaching of Nagashima et al. Furthermore, even assuming the skilled artisan 
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would be motivated to make such a substitution, which Applicant does not believe to be the 
case the resulting combination would not result In the claimed invention. 

' in particular, Nagashima et al. discloses a first embodiment including lasers and a 
second embodiment that, according to Nagashima et al. (see. e.g.. col. 7. lines 43-47). "differs 
from the embodiment of FIG. 2 in that the Injection-current controlled bistable lasers 81-84 are 
replaced with optical directional couplers 181-184 having closed loops.- The idea of using 
K^™ Hosad looos. i.e.. feedback loops, therefore would run directly contrary to this 

teaching in Nagashima et al. 

Furthermore, the "laser" embodiment In Nagashima et al. operates such that feedback 
would not help. The injection current of the laser is kept at i„ when the .aser is in either of the 
stable states (A, B) (see. e.g.. FIG. 3b of Nagashima et a..). As long as the injection current .s 
i b if the optical input is low. then the optical output is also low (state A. FIG. 3b). but .f the 
optical input is high, then the optical output is high (state B. FIG. 3b). The optica, output 
remains the same indefinitely when the injection current is around i b because the laser then acts 
as a true bistable. Accordingly, f^fthacft to adjust injectigp current is not needed nor useful. 
The skilled artisan would appreciate this and therefore would have no motivation to seek to 
attempt to use feedback in the "laser" embodiment described in Nagashima et al. 

By contrast, the claimed invention is different and provides significant advantages. For 
example, laser devices are operated, according to the principles of the Invention, such that 
injection current is an unstable region close to the threshold current value. Aocord.ngly, 
feedback is then appropriate for correct operation (see. e.g.. Applicant's specification, page 8. 
lines 21 to 28). Claim 6. as amended, recites this feature of Applicant's invention, e.g.. an 
optical detector arranged to detect optical power content of said semiconductor laser element 
end to provide a feedback signal to said controller, said controller being arranged to generate 
said current control signal [to control amplitude of the injection current] in d uenna on said 
feedback signal " {emphasis added). 

,n view of the foregoing. Applicant respectfully submits that claim 6 is patentable over 
Nagashima e. el. Because daim 9 depends from amended daim 6. claim 9 is therefore 
believed to be patentable for the same reasons set forth above for daim 6 as we. as for other 
nove, features therein. Accordingly. Applicant respectfully requests that the rejects be 
withdrawn. 
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r"'.ff r 10-^ Rejection M w*hte over 

Claims 10-lTwere rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as be.ng unpatentableover 
Nagashima et al. in view of U.S. Patent No. 6.104,477 CYoshida et a.."). Applicant respectful* 

traverses this rejection. 

Claims 10-13 are dependent from base dalm6 and therefore include an the limitations of 
base da* 6. Consequently. .he foregoing remarks corresponding to the preceding 35 U.S£ 
103(a) rejection of claim 6 (corresponding to original claim 8) In view of Nagashima et al. apply 
eoualty to dependent deims 10-13 and are Incorporated by reference accordingly. 

,„ particular, because the Nagashima et al. reference does not teach or suggest each 
end eve* limitation of base Cairn a, as emercled. and because the Yoshida e, el. reference 
does not supply the mtosing limitation, end therefore does no. cure the detoenc* of the 
Cashla Z reference, dependent daims 10-13 are therefore beloved to be 
, he san« reasons set forth above for base daim 6 .n me preceding reie^n as ^ - 
novel features therein. Applicant therefore respeem* ^ ™ »»»» *»*« " 
rejection of daims 10-13 under 36 U.S.C. 5103(a). 

"^ew of the foregoing. Applicant Sieves mat a,, pending Cairns stand h con« 

aHowanoe. According*. Applicant respectfully requests entry of this 

^deration of the application, and passage of the case to issue. Any quests can be 

directed to the Applicant's attorney at the number below. 

Respectfully submitted, 




Reg. No. 41 ,209 
Attorney for Applicant 
(732) 949-3578 
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Lucent Techn/>Jogies Inc. 
Date: 
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